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REMARKS 

The application was originally filed with claims 1-39. In the current response, 
applicant affirms an earlier provisional election to prosecute the subject matter of Species I, 
including claims 1,2, 5-7, 9, 11, 13-15, 18-20, 23,24, 26-29, 31, 33, 34, 37 and 38. 
Additionally, claim 26 has been canceled, and claims 1,6, 19, 29, and 33 have been 
amended. Accordingly, claims 1, 2, 5-7, 9, 11, 13-15, 18-20, 23, 24, 25-29, 31, 33, 34, 37 
and 38 are pending and at issue. 

Response to the Drawing objections 
Applicant has amended the drawings to provide separate and distinct reference 
numerals for the various embodiments of the connector (20), the female portion (24), the 
male portion (22), the mating surface (34), and the lug surface (68). In conjunction with 
these amendments, other non-objected to reference numerals have been amended to provide 
consistency in the numbering scheme. For example, as best illustrated in Fig 12, reference 
numerals 20, 22, 24, and 34 have been replaced with reference numerals 520, 522, 524, and 
534, respectively. In addition, reference numerals 32, 58, and 60 have been replaced with 
reference numerals 532, 558, and 560, respectively, to provide consistency in the numbering 
scheme. Changes to lead lines and arrows have also been made for consistency and clarity. 
The amended drawings reflecting these changes are enclosed herewith as "Replacement 
Sheets" (Attachment C). 

On page 6, paragraph 1 of the Office Action, the drawings were objected to as failing 
to show the features specified in claims 26 and 27. Claim 26 has been canceled, and the 
features specified in claim 27 are shown in Figs. 1, 2, 3 and 4. More specifically, as 
illustrated in Fig. 3, the distance between the upper lug surface 46 and the lower lug surface 
48 decreases around the lug 44, because the upper lug surface 46 slopes toward the lower lug 
surface 48. In contrast, the distance between the lug surfaces 68, 69 of the cavity 76, as 
illustrated in Fig. 4, remains the same. Therefore, as seen in Figs. 1 and 2, the distance 
between the upper and lower lug surfaces changes from less than to greater than the distance 
between the first and a second lug surface of the cavity. 
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Response to the Specification objections 
Applicant has amended the specification to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
subject matter of claims 27 and 28. These amendments are reflected in the substitute 
specification enclosed herewith. The specification was further objected to for failing "to 
mention which one is the first portion and the second portion as recited by claim 1." 
Applicant has intentionally used the lexicon first and second portion in claim 1, as either 
could be representative of the male and female portions identified in the specification. While 
neither the male nor the female portions have been specifically identified in the specification 
as the first or second portion, the male and the female portions described in the specification 
may correspond to either of the different portions of the connector. There is no requirement 
that the lexicon used in the claims be used in the specification, as long as the claimed 
concepts are reasonably supported in the specification. Accordingly, applicant has not 
amended the specification to specifically discuss the "first" and "second" portions. 

Response to the claim objections 
Claims 6 and 19 have been amended to provide units of measure for the tolerance 
range. Claim 26 has been canceled, making the objection of claim 26 moot. 

Response to the §102 rejections 
Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claims 1, 2, 5-7, 9, 1 1, 14, 15, 18-20, 
23, 24, 26-29, 31, 33, 34, 37 and 38 as anticipated under § 102(b) by U.S. Patent No. 
6,267,418 ("Hogue"), and claims 1 and 13 as anticipated under § 102(b) by U.S. Patent No. 
2,1 1 1 ,859 ("Kennedy"). Applicant respectfully submits that Hogue and Kennedy fail to 
disclose each and every element of the amended claims and, therefore, fail to anticipate any 
of the rejected claims.* As a result, applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of these 
rejections. 

Specifically, claim 1 recites "a first locking member having one or more outwardly 
protruding lugs . . . the one or more outwardly protruding lugs including at least one sloped 



* "Anticipation under 35 U.S.C. § 102 requires the disclosure in a single piece of prior art of each and 
every limitation of a claimed invention." Rockwell International Corp. v. United States, 47 USPQ2d 
1027 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 
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surface/' Likewise, claims 29 and 33 each recite "lugs . . . having at least one sloped 
surface," and claim 14 recites "one of the lug surfaces of the second locking member and the 
lower surface of the lugs being angled, thereby forcing the mating surfaces of the bases 
together during rotation of the first and second portions relative to each other." Thus, each of 
the claims at issue recites a lug member having a sloped or angled surface. 

Neither Hogue nor Kennedy discloses a connector mechanism having one or more 
lugs including at least one sloped or angled lug surface, as is recited by each of the claims at 
issue. In particular, Hogue discloses retaining tabs 1 50 having flat retaining surfaces 1 54, as 
illustrated in Fig. 4, while Kennedy discloses fastening lugs 20 having flat surfaces, as 
illustrated in Fig. 1 . Because neither Hogue nor Kennedy discloses the use of a sloped or 
angled lug surface with a connector mechanism, applicant respectfully submits that neither 
Hogue nor Kennedy anticipates any of the claims at issue. 

Furthermore, it would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify either the Hogue or Kennedy device to include the sloped or angled lug surface 
recited by each of the claims at issue. In the recited system, the sloped or angled lug surface 
provides a lock fit or positive locking force between the connector members upon rotation of 
the connector members relative to each other. Neither Hogue nor Kennedy suggests using a 
sloped or angled surface to provide a lock fit or locking force, or recognizes the need to 
modify the lug surface in any manner to provide such a lock fit. In fact, both of these 
references use other structure to force the coupling members disclosed therein together to 
hold those members in a fixed position relative to one another. 

In particular, the Hogue coupling, as is best understood, locks the flat surface 154 of 
the tab 150 against the seating surface 120 by pressure applied elsewhere within the coupling 
member. In the Kennedy device, the male and female members lock together through the use 
of a locking bolt 22 that is mounted in a slot 23. Thus, both Hogue and Kennedy provide 
other structure to effect a locking feature, and do not need to be modified in any manner to 
affect the locking of the couplings. Hogue and Kennedy both certainly fail to provide any 
suggestion or motivation for modifying the lug surfaces thereof in any manner for any reason, 
much less any motivation or suggestion to specifically provide one or more of the lug 
members with a sloped or angled surface. 
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Because neither Hogue and Kennedy teaches or suggests the use of a sloped or angled 
lug surface, neither of these patents renders the claims at issue obvious. 



CONCLUSION 

In view of the above discussion, applicant submits that each of the presently pending 
claims is in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the examiner is respectfully 
requested to pass this application to issue. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Matthias Abrell 

Registration No.: 47,377 

MARSHALL, GERSTEIN & BORUN LLP 

233 S. Wacker Drive, Suite 6300 

Sears Tower 

Chicago, Illinois 60606-6357 
(312) 474-6300 
Attorney for Applicant 



Dated: May 9, 2005 

By: 
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